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ABSTRACT
To meet the educational gor'ls of his school, a

principal would benefit from a knowledge of the informal
interpersonal relationships present in his school. Through sociograms
and the Organizational Climate Description Question n.a (0CDO, five
hypotheses of informal organization relationships ,;(1., tk..stc:11. Four
hypotheses were supported by socLometriC and stixtia..1 analysis:
(1) teacher interactions su;:pass teacher attrimtc in explanation of
variance, (2) teachers can be classified as influentials or
noninfluentials from measures of their behavior and attributes, (3)

isolated teachers perceive teacher behavior differently than
nonisolated teachers, and (4) the principal's socially of control
consists of eight or fewer subordinates. The hypothesis, that
socially active teachers perceive principal behavior differently than
nonsocially active teachers, remained unsupported. (RA)
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Organizational and Interpersonal Dimensions of the Elementary School

INTRODUCTICN

Several conceptually distinct levels of analysis are available for the study of
organizations. Three of these have been identified by Pugh (1966, pp. 235-51). as
(1) organizational structure and functioning, (2) group composition and interaction,
and (3) :ndividua! pent:milt*/ .2nd behavior. it was Pugh's contention that fruitful
research in organizations will result if the interdependence of these three levels is
considered.

Another interpretation of the above three levels is: (1) the formal organization,
(2) the informal organization, and (3) individual characteristics. In educational adminis-
tration, a great deal of research has been carried out in the first and third areas. However,
little research has been attempted either in the second level or in the interdependence of
the various levels.

Miklos (1968, p. 1) criticized research in school organizations because it
. . tends to focus on a fairly limited aspect of structure, namely, on those features

most closely related to the formal or deliberately planned parts of the organization."
The lack of research conducted regarding informal groups in the public schools

has also been pointed out by Griffiths (1962, p. 287). Bidwell (1969, p. 1252) stated
his criticism quite strongly when he said, "As for the characteristics of school adminis-
trators and of school administration under varying social conditions, even informed
speculation is lacking. . ."

For the school principal, it would seem that he would want to create and
maintain interpersonal relations in which the goals of his school would more likely be met.
In order to accomplish this, the principal must know moie about the informal interpersonal
relations present in his school. More than this, he must know how these relations affect
his organization. Combining the techniques of sociometry and organizational analysis
in the testing of theoretically derived hypotheses was proposed as a first step in getting
at these relationships and their role in elementary schools.

LIMITATIONS, HYPOTHESES, AND DEFINITION OF TERMS

Purpose!
The purpose of this study was to: (1) select and apply an appropriate methodology

for investigating interpersonal relations in the elementary school; and (2) test hypotheses
relevant to and derived from General Systems Theory, Equilibration Theory, and the "Span
of Control" principle of Classical Management Theory.

Limitations
This study was limited to:
1. Public elementary schools.
2. Schools with ten or more teachers.
3. Schools whose principals volunteered to participate.
4. Schools located in three distinct areas of the Eastern part of the United
States: (a) Urban; (b) Suburban; and (c) Small town - rural.
5. Organizational analysis using Halpin and Croft's (1963) Organizational
Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ).
6. Sociometric information obtained from permanently assigned instructional
staff members.
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Hypotheses
The following hypotheses use terms which are defined in the Definition of Terms

section of this paper:
1. Subsystem (teacher) interactions will explain a greater amount of system
(school climate) variability than will subsystem (teacher) attributes.
2. Classification of teachers as influentials and non-influentials in relation
to informal groups will be predictable from measures of teacher behavior and
teacher attributes.
3. Socially active teachers will be more alike in their perceptions of principal
behavior than will those of non-socially active teachers.
4. Isolated teachers will perceive the behavior of their fellow teachers
significantly different than will non-isolated teachers.
5. When the extent to which teachers rely upon each other is taken into account,
the "real" span of control for principals will be eight or less subordinates.

Definition of Terms
ogror-s7ne, Aloofness was defined as that which is measured by the "Aloofness"

sub-test oTigi:57ganizational Climate Description Questionnaire (OCDQ).
Communication dimension. Communication dimension was defined as the

sociometric structure involving people who discuss general school matters.
Consideration. Consideration was defined as that which is measured by the

"Consideration" sub-test of the OCDQ.
Double standardization. After scoring, the procedure which standardized OCDQ

sub-test scores both across se. e, for each dimension (hormative) and within each school
across all dimensions (ipso , was called double standardization.

Factor analys. s _,..ror analysis was defined as a statistical method in which
the intercorrelations 6f a number of variables are investigated and, if possible, are
explained in terms of a smaller set of categories.

Influential. An influential was defined as an individual, identified through the
use of sociometric analysis, who appears to be relied upon and communicated with
extensively.

Intimacy. Intimacy was defined as that which is measured by the "Intimacy"
sub-test or WeOcclQ.

Isolate. An isolate was considered to be either an unchosen individual or one
who was chosen relatively infrequently.

Organizational Climate. The "personality" of a school organization, viewed in
terms of interpersonal relations, was defined as the Organizational Climate (Halpin and
Croft, 1963, p. 1).

Perce Lions (teacher behavior). Perceptions of teacher behavior made by teachers
by means of four of t e eig t D su -tests.

Perceptions (princi al behavior). Perceptions of principal behavior made by
teachers by means of four of t e eig t OCDQ sub-tests.

12(2lial Reliability was defined as a measure of the proportion of variance
of a measure representing the "true" score variance of that measure (Garrett, 1966, p.346) .

Reliance dimension. The sociometric structure involving individuals from whom
advice is soi.WTanisedwa as the reliance dimension.

Socially active. Socially active individuals were defined es those who, on the
basis of sociometric analysis, were identified as interacting with Otyars relatively more
frequently than others.

* This and other references to the OCDQ, in this section, are based on Halpin
and Croft, 1963, p.1)
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Sociomatrix. A sociomatrix was defined as a mathematical form of the socio-
gram involving co umns and rows of cell entries representing reported interactions.

Subsystem attributes. (Same as teacher attributes) Sex, age, total years
experience in education, and years at the present school.

Subsystem interactions. Subsystem interactions were defined as the social
interactions of teachers with teachers and principal.

System variance. The variability of the elementary school climate as measured
hy the OCbQ :u.t.-.-tests was dcfincd zyttcrn variance.

LITERATURE REVIEW

There are four sections in this review. The first deals with the theoretical bases
of the study, the second briefly surveys the field of sociometry. Section Three focuses
on organizational climate, while the fourth reviews studies more directly related to
this research.

The oretical Bases
Hypoigses of this study were derived from General Systems Theory, Equilibration

Theory, and the "Span of Control" principle of Classical Management Theory.
General Systems Theory. General Systems Theory (Boulding, 1956, pp. 14-16)

provided the major theoretical basis for this study. Hs role was more taxonomic than
theoretic and its primary purpose was to provide a perspective, or "view of the world."
However, hypotheses one, and two, partially, were derived from this theory.

In this schema, Boulding (1956) suggested that systematic structure and relation-
ship are exhibited regardless of the level of complexity. According to this theory, each
subsystem element has certain attributes which not only influence its own functioning
but that of the entire system. These attributes, in the simplest systems, can be such
things as weight, color, and shape. However, as system complexity increases, so do
system attributes.

Subsystem attributes and functions are not the only influences affecting systems.
An important and often ignored fc,:tor affecting system functioning is the interaction of the
various subsystems or elements. (In the context of This study, the elementary school
organization was considered the system, with the individual teachers and the principal
viewed as system elements, or subsystems.)

Equilibration Theory of Interpersonal Relations. Equilibration appears to be an
appropriate theory of interpersonal relations. Developed by Festinger (1957), Heider
(1959), Homans (1961), and Zaleznik, Christensen, and Roethlisberger (1958) equilibration
theory has not been applied in school organizations. Hyposheses Three and Four were
derived from this theory.

As Zaleznik (1965, p. 506) stated it:
The theory of equilibration asserts that a central tendency in interpersonal

relations is toward a balanced system in which the interpersonal affinities,
perceptions, ideas, and attitudes held by members of a system toward one
another . . . are valued in consistent patterns. . Evidently, human
relationships are threatened by differences in attitudes among members.
If the differences are strong enough, the relationships can end. . .
Classical Mena ement Theory. It appears a general tendency for early classical

management t eorists to state concise and simple principles to be used by a manager in
carrying out his duties. An early principle was concerned with the "division of work."
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(Massie, 1965, p. 20). A more current interpretation of this principle is that of "Span
of Control." Here, span of control refers to the maximum number of subordinates that a
superior can efficiently supervise. As the span is increased, the management problem
becomes more acute. In classical theory, the "best" span of control is thought to be
between three and eight (Massie, 1965, p. 398).

Sociometry
Sociometrics and Sociograms. Investigations concerning interpersonal relations

within work groups have been increasing in number in the past few years. According to
Horrocks (1964, p. 707), sociometry has been the most frequently used method of
measuring these interpersonal relations. Scciometry accomplishes this by "asking members
of groups to select and name other group members in terms of a criterion proposed by the
examiner."

The initial efforts in using these techniques in the study of interpersonal
relations were made by Moreno (1734). Moreno determined various group structures by
investigating the responses to certain questions. These responses indicated the preferences
and rejections of group members as to their choice of friends and work partners. He
suggested the use of the number of isolated, mutual and unreciprocated choices as
measures of group coherence.

Methodological Developments. Sociograms have two serious disadvantages.
First, they can be confusing to anyone trying to decipher relationships. This is especially
true when the number of group members increases. The second disadvantage is that a
process of trial and error is required to build a socioaram and, as Breitkreuz (1967, p. 45)
has pointed out, different researchers may construct different scciograms using identical
data.

What is needed is a more objective method of presenting sociometric data. Such
a method exists and its presentation is called a sociomatrix. Devised by Forsyth and Katz
(1946, pp. 340-347), the sociomatrix consists oTrn7viwiacolumns showing choice
clusters in a matrix table.

In 1948 Cervinka (1948, pp. 100-107) proposed the use of factor analysis in
studying sociometric dots Festinger, Schachter and Back (1950, pp. 138-147) suggested
another approach to the manipulations of sociomatrix data. Matrix algebra, in the form
of squaring and cubing a sociomatrix, held the potential of simplifying the detection of
one and two step chains. That is, matrix multiplication will show indirect sociometric
choices made through one or two group members.

Detection of subgroups or cliques has, in the past, posed problems in sociometric
analysis. MacRae (1960, pp. 360-371), in 1960, proposed the use of factor analysis
for this purpose. In 1964, his method was extended and refined for use in a much larger
setting (Blocker, McCabe, and Prendergazt, 1964). Also developed were procedures for
the identification of influential group members along several sociometric dimensions.

Sociometric Measures. Because of the conditional nature of any sociometric
technique (conditional on the pool of possible choices from which an individual makes
his choices) there is a problem of defining a suitable index of validity. According to Sax
(1968):

If we are interested only in the choices made by subjects, sociometry
can operationally define those choices and no further evidence of validity
is required. On the other hand, it is important to be able to relate
sociometric choices to various educut- ional and psychological factors
if we are interested in knowing what the choices mean. Here, content
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validity will not suffice because we cannot judge from the content
of the questions asked the meaning of choices that are made for them.

Similarly predictive validity is not applicable. Leadership in one context does not
necessarily imply leadership in another. Therefore, concurrent validity seems to b'4 all
that remains. In other words, validity of sociometric measures lies in the variables
related to sociameh lc choice.

Reliability of sociometric Pleasures also poses serious problems. Although
Horrocks (1964, p. 698) stated that coefficients of reliability for various sociometric
measures range from a low of 0.35 to a high of 0.95, he also stated:

In reality reliability coefficients cited refer to the consistency of
choice behavior as displayed through the sociometric measure rather than
to the characteristics of the test itself.
Grounlund (1959) maintained that we should be most concerned with the

reliability of the sociometric results rather than the reliability of the technique itself.
In addition Sax (1968, p. 266) points out that:

It should be remembered in interpreting the reliability of sociometric
measures that reliability is concerned with measurements which include
persons and situations, as well as the test or technique itself. That is,
if we concern ourselves with stability, retests over short periods of time
could very well be reflecting memory; any changes in choices oveilOnger periods
of time could reflect actual changes in group structure, but this change
would be accompanied by low correlations.
Although there are problems with sociometric reliability, it is felt that ignoring

the issue solves nothing. An attempt is made to deal with this question by establishing
both the short and long term response stability as will be discussed in the procedures
section.

Organizational Climate
OCDQ Studies. The original OCDQ study was not concerned with any

relationshipS1;7077race "external" criteria. Its emphasis was on the "internal consis-
tency" of the OCDQ, in both a statistical and conceptual sense. Subsequent independent
research has more than filled this gap. In fact, it has been estimated that during the
period 1964 to 1967 at least 100 OCDQ studies have taken place .(Brown and House,
1967, pp. 399-416).

According to Brown and House (1967, pp. 400-401), ". . . researchers in
dozens of normative and correlational studies uncritically accepted the instrument and
its climates in the original form." This undoubtedly has been the case, however a
number of well thought out and executed studies have been completed using the OCDQ.

Andrews (1965, pp. 317-34), for example, has found that the distribution of
school climates in his sample closely approximated the original distribution of Halpin and
Croft. This finding is amplified by the fact that Halpin and Croft's sample was admittedly
fortuitous. Gentry and Kenney (1965, pp. 171-179) showed that climate was sensitive
to socio-economic impairment.

Two studies, conducted in 1966, further substantiated the concurrent validity
of the OCDQ. McFadden (1966) utilized the perceptions and ratings of three non-
participant observers placed in his sample of thirty schools. The non-participate observer
ratings agreed significantly with the eight OCDQ sub-tests. Pritchard (1966) used the
perceptions of non-faculty school personnel and also found significant agreement with the
eight OCDQ sub-tests.

6
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Additional validity for the OCDQ sub-tests has been reported by Feldvebel
(1964, pp. 1-4). He found that the academic achievement of students correlated
significantly with several of the OCDQ sub-tests. More specifically, he found that the
"Production Emphasis" dimension of school staff relationships was significantly and
negatively related to the echievernent of 900 f:fth-groders. Principal "Consideration"
to his staff was found to be positively related to academic achievement of these same
siodents.

The relative stability of the OCDQ scores over a twelve-month period was
determined by Wilson (1966). His findings would tend to establish the test-retest
stability of the OCDQ. Halpin and Croft (1962, p. 66) reported various types of
internal consistency estimates for their OCDQ sub-tests. These estimates had maximum
values ranging from 0.60 to 0.84. It would seem that the OCDQ is not only a valid
measure but a reliable one as well.

Related Studies. In the October 1967 issue of the Review of Educational
Research concerning research in educational administration (Brown and House, 1967),
not one study could be found that dealt with the ink -mal aspect of the school organization.
This is not particularly surprising in that only two studies could be located prior to 1964
that dealt with this area.

Boyan (1951) and McCleary (1957) both performed intensive analyses of single
schools. Both studies contributed knowledge concerning informal organizations. However,
they failed to furnish information regarding relationships across more than one school.

Another study, performed by Blocker, McCabe and Prendergast (1964), while
not directly related to public school organizations, furnished a great deal of the method-
ology used in the present study. Their study modified the sociometric questionnaire
used in the McCleary study.

Breitkreus (1967) and Miklos (1968) further modified the questionnaire and the
analysis methodology for use in elementary schools. It is Miklos' version of the socio-
metric questionnaire that is used in the present study. Again, these studies concentrated
on the development of technique rather than the testing of hypotheses.

Two studies prior to the re-development and refinement of socioinetric analysis
dealt with both the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire and informal
groups. These were performed by Heller (1964) and Anderson (1965), and both did
test specific hypotheses.

Heller's hypothesis dealt with the OCDQ sub-test perceptions of members of
informal groups. Membership was defined in terms of responses to the question:

Which teachers' views about the aministrative policy of the school
are most similar to yours? (Heller, 1964, p. 124)

In only one case out of forty, was his hypothesis of more similar perceptions upheld.
Heller (1964, pp. 109-110) states:

In viewing the informal groups identified in this study, it must be
remembered that staff members responded to the question which dealt
with similar views of the administrative policy of the school. A more
intensive study into the informal organization of these schools might
produce results which would alter the present findings.
The study performed by Anderson (1965, p. 4) attempted to:

. . investigate subgroup perceptions of organizational climate.
The areas of investigation were: (1) the perception of organizational
climate held by members of the same subgroup in on elementary school;
(2) the composite perceptions of organizational climate held by differing
subgroups in the same elementary school; and (3) the composite perceptions

7
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of organizational climates held by comparable subgroups in different
elementary schools.
Although Anderson's sociometric questionnaire dealt with three areas (school-

informal, general task related communication, and outside-informal) 'o distinction was
made in the analysis phase. Anderson identified sixty-two subgroups in twenty schools.
He found no significant differences in any of the three areas of investigation when all
eight OCDQ sub-tests were considered. When he limited the analysis to only two of the
sub-tests (thrust and Esprit), he did find significant differences in the second area of
investigation.

Bath of these studies, in this investigator's opinion, had several limitations.
First of all, the sociometric techniques utilized were relatively poor. Heller depended
too heavily on the one dimension while Anderson failed to utilize the multidimensional
aspects of his sociometric questionnaire. Second, none of the hypotheses tested had any
rationale based on theory.

PROCEDURE

In general, the procedure followed in this study was to select the sample,
collect the data using specific measures, and analyze these data.

Sample
The sample used in this study consisted of nine public elementary schools.

Desirable as it may have been, simple random selection was not possible. This was for two
reasons: (1) in a study requiring the time of those involved, only those willing to spend
the time will be included; and (2) because of past experience with measures of the type
to be used, it was known that some school principals would refuse to participate.

Because of the non-random selection of the sample used in this study, strong
generalizations are not possible. What is possible, however, are statements regarding
trends and tendencies to be expected in the parent population.

The nine schools of the sample were obtained through the aid of officials of five
school districts and involved a canvass of fifteen schools selected by these officials. All
but one agreed to participate while nine returned the materials before the ,ut-off date.
There were 234 teaches in the nine schools used. One hundred and ninety-two or eighty-
two percent were identifiable respondents. Six percent failed to include their names.
Data Collection

Once the sample of schools had been selected, the participating principals were
asked to supply a list of all school staff members. These lists were then alphabetized and
numbered to be used as each school's "List of Personnel" from which staff members made
their sociometric choices.

Questionnaires were then mailed to the principals along with the appropriate
"List of Personnel," and instructions.

After administration, materials were gathered, placed in an envelope, sealed
and mailed directly to the investigator.
Instrumentation

Two data gathering instruments were utilized in this investigation. The first was
the Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire and the second was a sociometric
questionnaire. Both instruments are attached as Parts I and II of Appendix A.

OCDQ. Through the responses of the teachers to this questionnaire, a school's
climate canT;Taortrayed. The questionnaire consists of sixty-four items. These items

8
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have been assigned to eight subtests. Four of the subtests pertain to the teachers'
behavior and four to the principal's behavior. Definitions of the eight subtests are given
in the original research (Halpin and Croft, 1963, pp. 29-32).

In their study the authors identified six organizational climates based on a profile
analysis of the eight sub-test scores. They placed these six on a continuum from closed to
open. The six climates were: open, autonomous, controlled, familiar, paternal, and
closed. Again, definitions have been Elven (Halpin and CroFF, 1163, pp. 2942).

Data used relevant to the OCDQ were the eight sub-test scores doubly standar-
dized with means of 50 and standard deviations of 10.

Sociometric Questionnaire. i he second source of data was a sociometric
questionnaire. Data obtained from this device consisted of teacher responses in the form
of choices. Each of the six sociometric items required that each respondent make some
sort of choice ranging from "no one" to "everyone on the staff." The responses made were
the circled numeric codes representing specific staff members.

The sociometric questionnaire used was an extension of Blocker, McCabe and
Prendergast's (1964) instrument also used by Miklos (1968). It co nsisted of six items, each
corresponding to a sociometric dimension. These dimensions were: (1) communication,
(2) socialization, (3) reliance - discipline, (4) reliance-teaching, (5) reliance-policies,
and (6) attributed influence.

The concurrent validity of this instrument has been shown by Miklos (1968, p. 7)
and Wiens (1968). The first investigator found that influential staff members differed
significantly from non-influentials on a number of characteristics including sex, age and
teaching experience. As might. be expected, influentials were generally older, more
experienced staff members. Wiens (1968, p. 10) found that ". . the amount of innovation
which takes place in a school is positively related to the attitudes toward change held by
the influentials. . ." The influentials referred to by Wiens were identified using the
sociometric questionnaire under discussion.

As mentioned before, the question of sociometric measure reliability is a
troublesome problem. A solution to this problem was to consider both the long-term and
short-term test-retest measures of response stability.

A random sample of twenty percent of the original respondents was selected. Ten
percent took a retest three weeks after the first test, and ten percent took a retest
approximately five weeks later. Coefficients of short-term and long-term response
stability were computed using Cohen's (1960, pp. 37-46) coefficient of agreement for
nominal scales. An estimate of the sociometric questionnaire's response stability was
believed to fall between these two figures. Results of these computations appear in
Table I.

Since the sociometric data are on a nominal scale, and are used primarily for
classification purposes, there is little need to be concerned with the usual parametric
assumptions. The one exception to this is in the use of factor analysis in identifying
informal subgroups. Justification for this procedure is found in the fact that it generates
results which closely correspond with manually prepared sociograms (Miklos, 1968, p. 6),
as will be shown in the findings section.

Analysis of the Data
In the case of most of the hypotheses tested, raw data were not suitable. The

necessary data preparation techniques utilized are first presented.
OCDQ Data. ',late from the OCDQ were keypunched, scored, and doubly

standardizeKwee nv-giexico Testing Services (P.O. Box 3885, NMSU, Las Cruces, N.M.
88001) scored and standardized all OCDQ data using their Fortran IV computer program.

.
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TABLE 1

COEFFICIENTS OF AGRE13L:;ENT FOR socioriunIc MEASURES

SHORT TERM TEST-REP EST (3 WEEKS)

Proportfwn of Responses
Repeated on Retest

Coefficient of Agree
ment Proportion
Corrected for Chance"

Overall
Question

1
2

4
5
6

0.92

.82

.88

.94

.95

.95
0.94

0.76

.63

.75

.80

.78

.78
0.77

LONG TERM TEST-RETEST (8 WEEKS)
,.....

Proportion of Responses
Repeated on Retest

Coefficient of Agree-
ment Proportion
Corrected for Chance-

Ovcrall
Question 0,94 . 0.68

1 .86 .58
2 91 .69
3 97 .58
4 .95 .63
5 .97 .79
6 0.96 0.71

*These values are significantly different from coeffi-
cients of 0.0 at the 0.01 level of confidence,

10
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Their program also supplied raw sub-test scores for each subject, and determined the
climate as perceived by each subject.

Sociometric Data. Sociometric data were also keypunched before initial data
analysis. Each of the six sociometric items corresponded to dimensions called: General
Task Related Communication, Socialization, Reliance-Discipline, Reliance-Teaching,
Reliance-Policies, and Attributed Influence.

Responses along the above dimensions were used to construct a sociomatrix. There
was a matrix for each dimension for each school. The rows represented the selecting staff
member, and the columns the selected staff member. An example of a sociomatrix is
shown in Figure 1 using six fictitious staff members. A one is entered in a cell (row-
column intersection) when that choice is made, or a zero when no interaction is reported.
When a matrix of this sort is constructed, it is termecrilTfirstpower matrix. First power
matrices were constructed for all six dimensions in each scrro

Matrices of the first two dimensions (communication and socialization) were
modified to retain only reciprocated links (for instance, in the sample matrix, the starred
entries would be removed since those choices were not returned.) These matrices were
then squared and cubed using matrix algebra to reveal two and three-step links of
reciprocal choices in the specified dimensions.

Influential staff members along the communication dimension were determined by:
(1) computing column totals for the cubed reciprocated matrix; (2) rank ordering staff
members according to these column totals; and (3) classifying as influentials those having
a larger number of tertiary communication links. The maximum number of influentials
in any one school was arbitrarily set at twenty percent with exceptions not exceeding two
staff members. Miklos (1968, p. 5) has found that this cut-off point gives reasonably
good separation between influentials and non-influentials.

Socially active staff members were determined in exactly the same way using
data obtained from the socialization dimension. However, a different set of procedures
was required to determine infhential staff members on the other dimensions.

Influentials on the three reliance dimensions were determined using Blocker and
McCabe's (1964, p. 107) subweight substitution method. The subweight substitution
comes from the necessity to weigh the reliance of individual X for the relative reliance
value of others who rely on X. As an example, if X is only relied upon by one person
but that person is h imself influential, then X should rank higher thun, say, Y who is
relied upon by two relatively non-influential persons.

A "one" added to the column total of the first power matrix for an individual was
defined as the subweight for that individual, The "one" is used to include the person in
his own reliance structure. These subweights were then substituted for all non-zero
elements in the appropriate third power matrix column cells. Columns were again totaled
and each person's subweight was added to his column total. Ranking and selection of
influentials remained the same as it was for the communication dimension.

Since the attributed influence dimension matrix did not lend itself to similar
techniques for identifying influentials, they were selected from ranked first power matrix
column totals.

Communication and socialization dimension subgroup identification required the
use of factor analysis. The basis for the factor analysis was an intercorrelation matrix
constructed from the cubed reciprocated matrix. (Before cubing, it has been found
(Miklos, 1968, p. 98), for operational purposes, that "ones" should be placed in the
diagonakef the first power reciprocated choice matrix.) This intercorrelation matrix had
as the if "1 cell value the coefficient of correlation between corresponding elements of

11
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th
the ith arid of the cubed matrix.

Principal axis factor analysis with varimax rotation was utilized,(Cattell, 1966,
pp. 175-243). Iterations were continued until eigenvalues of less than 1.000 were
reached. This value was selected on the grounds that Breitkreuz (1967, p. 68) found this
procedure accounted for a major portion of the total variance.

On interpreting the results of factor analysis, only factor loadings exceeding 0.4
were considered as an indicator of group membership. This value was found by Miklos
(1968, p. 6) to generate results which closely corresponded with independently prepared
sociograms.

Methods of Analysis Used in Hypothesis Testing. The following techniques of
analysis are presented in the order of hypotheses tested. Data used in these techniques
were the OCDC, standardized scores, and sociometric and teacher information.

Hypothesis 1:
Su system (teacher) interactions will explain a greater amount of system (school

climate) variability than will subsystem (teacher) attributes.
This hypothesis required the use of a newly formulated technique called the

general canonical index (Stewart and Love, 1968, pp. 160-163). The general canonical
index permits the measurement of the amount of variance of a set of criterion variables
explained by the variability of a set of predictor variables. Since thi5 statistic is non-
symmetric, that is, it does not measure the amount of variance common to both sets of
measures, it was necessary to reverse the role of criterion and predictor measures and
re-compute the general canonical index.

In terms of the first hypothesis tested, the criterion variables were first the four
OCDQ teacher behavior sub-test means for each school. There were two different sets of
predictor variables; subsystem interactions, and subsystem attributes.

Subsystem interactions were defined as: (1) the number of socialization sub-groups;
(2) the number of communication sub-groups; (3) the number of influentials common to the
attributed influence and reliance-policies dimension; and (4) the number of three-step
reliance links, all corrected for differences in school size by dividing by the number of
teachers in the respective school.

Attribute measures of the subsystem were defined as the sex, age, total years of
educational experience, and years at present school of the average staff member. While
the ave.age sex sounds ridiculous, it does have meaning. "Maleness" or "Femaleness" of
a school staff seems to be an important variable.

The first hypothesis was to be considered supported if the general canonical
index was larger when subsystem interactions were the predictor variables than when
attributes were the predictors.

Hypothesis 2:
Classification of teachers as influentials and non-influentials in relation to

informal groups will be predictable from measures of teacher behavior and teacher
attributes.

The analytical technique used in testing this hypothesis was discriminant analysis
(Morrison, 1967, pp. 130-133). In this procedure, categories of classification were
predicted for individual subjects on the basis of several teacher related variables. Teacher
perceptions of OCDQ teacherbehavior sub-tests and teacher attributes were the variables
used in this analysis. A priori classification as influential or non-influential was made
on the basis of sociometric analysis as previously discussed. This classification process
was performed for all sociometric dimensions except socialization. A random selection of
half the membership of each category allowed cross validation of success in classification.

13
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This hypothesis was to be considered supported if misclassifications on each of
the dimensions were less than could be expected by chance alone.

Hypothesis 3:
Socially active teachers will be more alike in their perceptions of principal

behavior than will those of non-socially active teachers.
Socially active and inactive teachers were determined from sociometric analysis

of the cubed reciprocated socialization matrices. Socially active teachers were defined
as the top twenty percent of the rank ordered column totals. Inactives were defined as
the remainder of the same totals.

The technique of analysis used was a two group, unequal n test for homogeneity
of variance suggested by Popham (1967, pp. 145-147). In this test, which was applied to
each of the principal behavior sub-tests, the variance of non-social actives was divided
by that of social actives. This hypothesis was to be considered supported if the F tests
were significant at the 0.05 level of confidence.

Hypothesis 4:
Isolated teachers will perceive the behavior of their fellow teachers significantly

different than will non-isolated teachers.
Mahalanobis' D2 Test (Morrison, 1967, p. 120) was used to test this hypothesis.

This test is multivariate and allowed the testing of all four subtests simultaneously across
two groups. Isolated teachers ware defined as those teachers who failed to achieve factor
loadings equal to or greater than 0.4. These loadings were a result of factor analyzing
the communication dimension sociomatrix according to the procedures outlined in the
beginning portion of the analysis section. The non-isolates were defined as the remainder
of each school's staff. That is, non-isolates were those teachers assigned to at least one
communication subgroup. In those schools where no isolates were found, all staff members
were excluded from the analysis.

. 2
This hypothesis was to be considered supported if the Mahalanobis D Test was

significant at the 0.05 level of confidence.
Hypothesis 5:
Wien the extent to which teachers rely upon each other is taken into account,

the "real" span of control for principals will be eight or less subordinates.
This hypothesis required that each of the three dimensions of reliance be

analyzed. It was expected that many teachers would select the principal out of his
status position and as a perceived expectation of the formal organization. In an attempt
to resolve this problem, the principal was retained as a reliance choice when he was the
only choice. When choices other than the principal were made, it indicated that the
principal had shared his position of reliance with other staff members.

Support for this hypothesis was to be a span of control of eight or less subordinates
on the three reliance dimensions for each school.

FINDINGS

The purpose of this section is to present the findings of the analysis phase of the
study. There are two sets of findings: (1) the informal groups found to be functioning
within each school and other sociometric results; and (2) results of testing the hypotheses.
()CDC data are included as part of the hypothesis testing phzse.
Sociometric Results

TThe resu is of the sociometric analysis have been divided into three categories.
First, the identification of influentials is presented, while the identification of social

14
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actives is the second category. The third section deals with the detection of informal
sub-groups and their membership.

Identification of Influentials. Identification of influentials involved the analysis
of five of the six sociometric questionnaire items. Item number two dealt with the sociali-
zation dimension and was not used in this portion of the analysis. The remaining items
(dealing with the communication, three reliance, and the attributed influence dimensions)
required separate analytical techniques as previously described. Communication
dimension influentials are shown in Table II. Table III shows the three reliance dimension
influentials for all schools and Table IV shows influentials on the attributed influence
dimension.
Identification of Social Actives

Question two of the sociometric questionnaire pertained to the socialization
dimension. Analysis of this data followed the identical pattern as in the identification
of influentials on the communication dimension. Table V contains the identification of
social actives for ail schools.
Detection of Informal Subgroups and their Membership

MfornThc=s1157G7Tp detection was limited to data from the communication and
socialization dimensions. In both cases, the first power sociomatrices were - hecked for
reciprocated choices, and only such choices were retained. "Ones" were placed in the
diagonal cells and then the matrices were cubed. These cubed matrices were then
subjected to factor analysis as previously described. Table VI shows the results of factor
analyzing the specially prepared cubed sociomatrix of school four along the communication
dimension.

As can be seen, the results of this analysis were four subgroups containing five,
three, two, and seven members respectively. Only one isolate was identified. Figure 2
is the manually prepared sociogram drawn from the raw sociometric choices. If Figure 2
and Table VI are compared, it will be noted that these is a great deal of correspondence
between the sociograms and the subgroups as identified through the use of factor analysis.

Table VII contains the results of the factor analytic subgroup detection for all
schools along the dirnensiors of communication and socialization.

RESULTS OF TESTING THE HYPOTHESES

The results in this section appear in the order of hypotheses tested. Where
appropriate, examples show the techniques utilized. In all cases, summary statistics are
provided for alt schools.
Hypothesis 1

Table VIII shows data used in testing this hypothesis. The non-symmetric general
canonical indices were computed using mean squared multiple correlation coefficients.
Table IX presents the results of these computations. As can be seen in this table, the
general canonical indices were greater when the interaction measures were used as
predictors than when attribute measures were used. The index was also greater when
interaction measures were used as criterion variables than when attribute measures were
used. Hypothesis one, therefore, was supported.
Hypothesis 2

ATtiscriminant analysis was performed on each dimension using each teacher's
doubly standardized OCDQ sub-test scores relating to perceived teacher behavior. Teacher
attributes of sex, age, years of educational experience, and years in present school were
also used. For purposes of cross validation, a random selection of half the teachers in
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TABLE II

COUNICATION INFLULNTIALS
FOR ALL SCHOOLS

School influentials

1

2
3
4
5
6

7
8
9

1,
1,
6,
3,
*

7,
3,
2,
1,

4,
10,
11,
4,

13,
17,
3,
11,

6, 8, 17
19, 22
14, 22,

15

16, 18
18, 25

28, 34,
13

23, 27, 30, 33

36

..11
*Data for this school would riot allow the classifica

tion of influentials. There was an eight-way tie in terms
of column totals.
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INFLUENTIALS FOR EACH SCHOOL ON THE
THREE RELIANCE DiFiENSIONS

School Reliance-
Discipline

- - - - - - -
Reliance-
TeachinG

- - . - - _ _ . __. ___ _

Reliance
Policies

____ ___ _ ___

1 1, 4, 5, 8, 1, 8, 11, 12, 1, 5, 8, 17
22 17

2 1, 2, 7, 9 1, 2, 5, 19 1, 2, 9, 21
-

3 1, 5, 8, 17, 1, 5, 8, 22, 1, 2, 8, 21, 22,
22, 26, 29, 26, 29, 36, 26, 29, 36
33 39

4 3, 4, 14, 15 3, 4, 5, 15 4, 15

5 9, 14, 22 7, 9, 13 9

6 5, 6, 13, 22 5, 6, 13, 16 5, 6, 13, 22

7 1, 2, 3, 21, 1, 2, 11, 17 1, 2, 9, 16, 21
25

8 1, 2, 3, 17, 1, 2, 3, 13, 1, 2, 3, 13, 20,
20, 29 35 27, 30

9 1, 2, 19 1, 12, 19 1, 2, 4, 19



TABLE IV

IDENTIFICATION OP INFLUNTIALS ON THE
ATTRIBUTED INK,UENCE DNENSION

FOR ALL SCHOOLS

-17-

School Influentials

1 1, 2, 8, 17
2 1, 2, 19, 21
3 1, 2, 8, 26

4, 13, 15
5 6, 7, 9
6 5, 6, 9, 13
7 1, 2, 17, 21
8 1, 2, 7. 13, 17, 28
9 1, 4, 19

TABLE V

IDENTIFICATION OF SOCIAL ACTIVES FOR ALL SCHOOLS

School Social Actives

1 8, 13, 17, 18, 21
2 5, 10, 19, 22, 25
3 6, 10, 19, 21, 22, 27, 33,
4 3, 4, 5, 15
5 7, 13, 19
6 12, 13, 16
7 6, 9, 16, 18
8 2, 13, 18, 19, 34, 36
9 12, 13, 1

39

18
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VI

FACTOR ANALYTIC Y.Y1H,.P1,;.:..1_01: CO:IUNICAT).ON D):.1)NIO
SUBGROUPS FO1 .1 F4";KOOL FOUR

IndivMual

la

Factor I

Factor loadi.n2;8

lictor II Factor
. .

FLotor TV
. . . . _ . .

2 .18324 .1796 .93403 -0.1744
3
4

-0,8519. -0.0757
-0.2473

-0,1340
-0.1303

.487(y;
,8570

5,
6-

-0.97031 0.0422 -0.1191 .1667

7 0.0415 -0.9720 -0.1272 .1196
8 0.0415 -0.9721' -0.1271, .1196
9 .1837 .1801 .93333 -0.1750,

10, -0.2005 -0,1487 -0.1027 .9605'4
11'; 022144 .2301 -0.2438 -0.1636
12 -0.97024 .0423 -0.1193
1
14

_0,7304-
-0.1677

-0.1402
-)2

-0.1306
-0.1500

.6315,1:

.51704*
15 -0.1753 -0.1366 -0.0987
16 -0.2000 -0.1491 -0.1021 .9606'1'

allon respondents.

1ember of 'croup (Factor)

2Member of subc,croup II.

3Member of subjroup III.

Member of subgroup IV,

*
Communication Isolate.

19
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T1A.M.,12; VH

FACTOR ANALYTIC l)]..PEJnON OF SUDGBOUPS
FOR AL] .(JCOOLS

School
No. of
Sub-
Groups

Prop.
Sub.
Groupsa

No, of
Iso-
lates

SOCIALIXAVS.ON
No. of Prop. No. Of.
Sub- Sub -- Iso--

Groups Groupsa latcs

1 3 0.130 2 eJ 0.208 4

2 3 .143 2 5 .200 1

3 3 .077 o. 5 .128 2

4 .286 1 2 .142 0

5 3 .300 0 5 .500 0

6 3 .177 0 3 .176 0

7 4 .190 2 5 .238 8

8 3 .177 6 6 .207 6

9 2 0.125 .0 2 0.125 2

aThe proportional number of subgroups was defined as
the number of subgroups divided by the number of staff
members within each school. This was done in order to
remove the effect of different school sizes and to provide
an index for comparison purposes.
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Criterion

Variab:1c

Set

OCDQ Subtests

OCDQ subtests

TABLE IX

GMSNAL CANONTCAL INDICS

Predictor

Variable

Set

Attributes

Interactions

-22-

General

Canonical

Index

0.50

0.56

Attributes

Interactions

OCDQ Subtests

OCDQ Subtets

0,41

0.46
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each category were excluded in the d:scriminant analysis phase.
Table X shows the results of the discriminant analysis applied to the reliance -

policies dimension. Table XI shows the breakdown of correct and incorrect classifications.
The data of Table XI were subjected to a Chi-square test against the hypothesis

of equal probability with the followingj'62J
X 4 =34.7

Since the critical value for a significant Chi-square at the 0.05 level equals 3.84, the
null hypothesis of equal probability is rejected,

To further substantiate the success of classification, the previously excluded
teachers were subjected to a cross validation of the discriminant functions. This involved
using the coefficients and constants of the previous discriminant analysis to predict the
classifications of the new teachers. Table XII shows the success of classification of the
cross validattion sample.

A X4 value was again computed:
X 2 = 15.1

This value again exceeds the critical Chi-square value of 3.84, and the null hypothesis
of equal probability is rejected.

Table XIII contains the results of testing the success of classification on all five
sociometric dimensions while Ttaiale XIV shows the success of classifications using the cross
validation samples. As can be seen, successful classification was achieved on all socio-
metric dimensions except "Communication." Hypothesis number two, therefore, was
considered supported with the exception of the communication dimension.
Hypothesis 3

Means, standard deviations, mean squares, and associated degrees of freedom for
the four principal behavior sub-tests, as perceived by both socially active and non-socially
active teachers, have been listed in Table XV. Table XVI shows the results of the F tests
used in testing this hypothesis.
Hypothesis 4

The four OCDQ teacher behavior sub-test scores were tabulated for both the
isolated and the non-isolated groups. A multivariate test, Mahalanobis D2, was used to
test for significant differences among the four means across the two groups. Group means
appear in Table XVII. Table XVIII contains the Mahalanobis D2 st-stistic, its equivalent
F value, and the probability associated with that value. These results allow the rejection
of the null hypothesis of no differences among the means across the groups. Therefore,
hypothesis four was supported.
Hypothesis 5.

In testing this hypothesis, the choices made on the three reliance dimensions in
each school were plotted in the form of first-power sociomatrices. Since there were nine
schools, a total of twenty-seven matrices were prepared. Table XIX depicts the sociomatrix
for school four on the reliance-discipline dimens;on. Whenever the principal was chosen
(as indicated by a "one" in a cell of the first column) that row was checked for additional,
other-than-principal, choices. If other choices were made, they were considered an
indication of shared reliance. Such shared reliance is indicated by a slash mark through
the principal choice in Table XIX. Each of the twenty-seven sociomatrices were identically
treated and the results are reported Table XX.

If it is assumed that there is an equal probability of occurence, the calculated X2
value:

X 2 16.3
exceeds the critical value of 10.83 for rejecting the null hypothesis at the .001 level of
significance. Hypothesis five, therefore, was supported.

24



-24-

hESULTS 01, L',:';'1,Ir0 TO

THE

GROUP
.(Influentials)

Observa-
tion

1
2

5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15

1

Predicted
Group

1
J.

1
2
2
1
1
1
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

2

Predicted
Group

GROUP
(Continued)

Observa-
tion

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
2
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
4o
41
42

2

Predicted
Group

2
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
3

2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
1
2
2

GDOUP
(Continued)

Observo.-
tion

43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
6o
61
62
63
64
65
66

2

Predicted
Group

2
2
2
2
1
2
1
2
2
2
2
1
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

GROUP
(Non-influentials)

Observa-
tion

1
2

4
5
6
7
8
9

10

2
2
2
2
2
2
1
2
2
2
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TA1;I,E Xi

SOCCES OF CLASIPICLTION FOB THE BEL,IA'NCE-.
POLICIM DIEEION

-.---

111

Correctly Incorrectly
Classified Classified

67

(40.5)P

14

TABLE XII

(40.5)

Total

81

SUCCESS OF CLASSIFICATION USING CROSS VALIDATION
S.M1PLE FOB THE RELIANCE-POLICIES DIMENSION

Correctly Incorrectly
Classified Classified

58

(40.5)a

23

(40.5)

Total

81

aExpected values computed on the basis of equal probabil-
ity of occuronce.
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TABU', XIII

succs or ci,!:=rIc!,TIon
SOC:(0;i14*IJIC!

Sociemetric Correctly Incorrectly m ,
Dimension Classjfied Classified

Colounication 45 31 76 2.58 N.S.
Reliance:.Discipline 61 19 80 22.0 .001
Relianee-Tenchint; 514. 27 81 8.75 .01
Reliance-Polices 67 14 81 34.7 .001
Attributed influence 65 17 82 28.1 .001

TABLE XIV

SUCCESS OF CLASSIFICATION USING CROSS VALIDATION
SAMPLES FOR THE FIVE SOCIONETRIC DINENSIONS

Sae ionletx.ic
Dirnens5.on

Correctly Incorrectly x2
Classified Classified

Conaunication 38 38 76 0.0 N,S.
Reliancc-Discipline 53 27 80 8.44 .01
Reliance-TeachinE 57 24 81 11.2 .001
Relitance-Pplicies 58 23 81 35.1 .001
Attributed Influence 57 25 82 12.5 .001
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TABLE XV

WilMAlcX Si.cAT1E;TICS LJ1.0.1) IN TE5.;TIMG

To':

TITUE

. .

c1iea.-.2

NO21. ,OC fo.11.1y Lot lye
Varlr:ble 1,1e2.11 S S. 0.10. ;I can Se D. S ,
Aloofness 51.06 6.80 /1-6.2'2; 34 5o .o8 8.14 66,31 125
Product ion

Emph a :31 47 . 49 8,88 78,85 34 7.19 125
Thm 51. 63 7.90 62,36 34 51.56 8.08 65,27 125
Consld erat ion 48. 00 8.83 78.88 314 51.26 6.51 72.35 125

TABLE XVI

HOMOGENEITY OF VAIIIANCE F TESTS

.Varinblo F Eau 8 o Npr e ontor P IDorkonlpm..o..,,. D.F,I p

Aloofness 1.43k 125 31. NS
Production

Emphasis
Thrust

0.657
1.m7

125
125

34
3L1,

NS
N s

Consideration 0.917 125 34 NS
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MEANS OP THE POUR r.ITACH 231f.i;AvIon SW3-TiTS
F0] ISOLATED AND NON-ISOLATED 51y:ACKERS

Sub-Test
.

Isolates Non- Isolates

Disenutgement 11.3.4.3 50.78

Hindrance 47.29 50.38

Esprit 45.86 01.93

Intimacy 52.71 57.95

TABLE XVIII

TEST OF HYPOTHESIS FOUR

Mahalanobis D2 Equivalent F D.E. 1 D.E. 2

7.1.1 11.22 4 78 .001
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qv:11u; XIX

1?:H18T POnit 1001? SO001, POUfl ON
RELMC-E-DIIVL:fNE DIV,Ei:SION SHOWING

SPAN CONTROL

THE

Column
1 2 3 L. 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16

TABLE XX

RESULTS OF ANALYZING SPAN OF CONTROL

Number of times Span of
Control was less than or
equal to eight

24

Number of times Span of
Control exceeded eight Total

3 27
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CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Conclusions
The following conclusions are based upon the findings of the preliminary analysis

phase, and the findings of the hypothesis testing phase of the study.
Preliminary Analysis.

I. The sphere of influence for influential teachers is, in many cases, multi-
dimensional. In other words, in many cases a teacher found to be influential on one
dimension was also influential on other dimensions.

2. Detection of subgroups or "Cliques" using factor analysis is a valid procedure
with strong correspondence to manually prepared sociograms.

3. Factor analysis correctly identifies isolated teachers but their number remains
a very small proportion of the teaching staff (5.7 percent).

4. Principals ore accepted into structures of staff socialization but seldom are
found socially active or isolated.

5. Principals as a group are highly influential along dimensions of reliance
and attributed influence.

Hypothesis Testing.
1. In the elementary school organizations included in the sample of this study,

sub-system interactions are more important than sub-system attributes in terms of explaining
system variance. The difference amounted to approximately five percent. This conclusion
was predicted from General Systems Theory.

2. Influential staff members of elementary schools differ significantly from
non-influenticls in terms of teacher characteristics and teacher behavior perceptions. The
differences were sufficient to successfully predict, on the basis of these variables alone,
the status of teachers as influential or non-influential.

3. The variance of principal behavior perceptions does not differ for teachers
identified as socially active and those identified as non-socially active. This conclusion
appears to refute the predictions made based on equilibration theory. One possible
explanation of this is that socially active teachers may not be particularly different from
non-socially active teachers other than along the sociezation dimension.

4. Teachers isolated in terms of communicatIons with other teachers perceive
the behaviors of 1-?achers different than do non - isolated teachers. More specifically,
isolated teachers see the staff as less intimate and less disengaged than do non-isolated
teachers. This conclusion substantiates the predictions made based on equilibration theory.

5. The "Span of Control" principle drawn from Classical Management Theory
is a worthwhile concept when applied in the elementary school setting. There appear to be
constraints operating on the number of staff members a principal has relying on him regarding
discipline problems, teaching problems, and the interpretation of administrative policy.

Recommendations
The following recommendations for further research are made:

1. The study should be replicated in a larger number of school districts with the
intent of verifying findings.

2. Replications should be carried out :ontrolling for school and community
characteristics.

3. In studies regarding elementary school administration, more emphasis should
be placed on the informal aspects of the organization.
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4. Instrumentation should be developed to allow similar studies in secondary
schools from both a climate and sociometric point of view.

5. Studies should be conducted focusing on newly developing elementary
school organizations over a period of time.

6. Variables other than those used in this study as teacher attributes should be
tried in attempts to improve prediction.

7. Attempts should be made to determine the utility of the findings. Can, for
instance, a school's Organizational Climate be changed by furnishing Km principal and/or
staff members with the OCDQ findings? Does knowledge of an isolate's identity enable
a principaP, to manipulate patterns of interaction to include the isolate? If teachers knew
that principals would be made aware of the findings, would the findings still be reliable
and valid?

8. Studies should be conducted relating educational outcomes with both climate
and structures of interpersonal relations. For instance, is it possible to relate academic
achievement of students with specific patterns of intrateacher relationships?

S The use of optically scanned answer sheets would greatly facilitate the data
coding and key punching procedures thereby allowing a greater number of schools to be
included in the sample.
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APPENDIX A
DATA GATHE:1ING INSTFIME::TS

Part 1
ORGANIZATIONAL CLIEATE DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE

The items in this questionnaire describe typical behaviols
or conditions that occur within an elementaryschool organiza-
tion. Please indicate to what extent: each of these descriptions
characterizes your. school. Please do not evaluate the items in
terms of "good" or "bad" behavior, but read each item carefully
and respond in terms of bow well the statement describe' your
school,

The descriptive scale on which to rate the items is printed
at the top of each page. Please read the Instructions which
describe how you should mark your answers.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to secure a descrip-
tion of the different ways in which teachers behave and of the
various conditions under which they must work.

Marking Instructions

Printed below is an example of a typical item found in the
Organizational Clin.ate Description Questionnire:

1. Barely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs
3. Often occurs
4. Very frequently occurs

Teachers call each other by their first names.

1 2 0 4
In this example the respondent marked alternative 3 to

show that the interpersonal relationship described by this
item "often occurs" at his school. Of course, any of the
other alternatives could be selected, depending upon ho ::
often the behavior described by the item does, indeed, occur
in your school.

Please mark your response clearly, as in the example.
PLEASE BE SURE THAT YOU MARK EVERY ITEM.

Name:

BIOGRAPHICAL INFORMATION

iOIMIOMMI......e

School:

Sex: Nan
Woman

Age: years

Years of experience
in education: years

Years at
this school: years
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For purposes of analysis, 1. Rarely occurs
this questionnaire stares on item 2. Sometimes occurs
numb °r. 13, 3. Often occurs

4, Very facquently occurs

13. Teachers' closest friends are other ft cultY
members to this school.

2 3 4

14. The mannerisms of teachers at this school
are annoying.

2 3 4

15. Teachers spend time after School with
students who have individual problems.

2 3 4

16. Instructions for the operation of teaching
aids are available.

2 3 4

17. Teachers invite other faculty to visit
them at home.

2 3 4

18. There is a minority group of teachers who
always oppose the majority.

2 3 4

19. Extra books are available for classroom use. 2 3 4

20. Sufficient time is giren to prepare admini-
strative reports.

2 3 4

21. Teachers know the family ho.oLgo.--a of other
faculty members.

2 3 4

22. Teachers exert group pressure on nonconform-
ing faculty members.

2 3 11.

23. In faculty meetings, there is a feeling of 2 3 4
"let's get things done."

24. Administrative paper work is burdensome at
this school.

2 3 4

25. Teachers talk about their personal life to
other faculty members.

2 3 4

26. Teachers seek special favors from the princi-
pal.

2 3 4

27. School supplies are readily available for
use in Glasswork.

2 3 '4

28. Student progress reports require too much
work.

2 3 4

29. Teachers have fun socializing together during
school tine.

2 3 4

30. Teachers interrupt other faculty members who
arc talking in stnif meetings,

2 3 4

37



1..

2.
3.
4.

Rarely occurs
"ometimcs occurs
Ciften oc:urs
Very frequently occurs

31. Most of the teachers here accept the faults
of their colleagues.

1 2 3 4

32. Teachers have too many committee require-
ments.

1 2 3 11

33. There is considerable laughter when teachers
gather informally.

1 2 3 11

34. Teachers asl: nonsensical questions in
faculty meetings.

1 2 3 4

35. Custodial service is available when needed. 1 2 3 4

36, Routine duties interfere with the job of
teaching.

1 2 3 4

37. Teachers prepare administrative reports by
themselves.

1 2 3 4

38. Teachers ramble when they talk in faculty
meetings.

1 2 3 4

39. Teachers at this school show much school
spirit.

1 2 3 4

40. The principal goes out of his way to help
teachers.

1 2 3 4

41. The principal helps teachers solve personal
problems.

1 2 3 4

42. Teachers at this school stay by themselves. 1 2 3 4

43. The teachers accomplish their work with
great vim, vigor, and pleasure.

1 2 3 4

44, The principal sets an example by working
hard himself.

1 2 3 4

45. The principal does personal favors for
teachers.

1 2 3 4

46. Teachers cat lunch by themselves in their
own classrooms.

1 2 3 4

47. The morale of the teachers is high. 1 2 3 4

48, The principal uses constructive criticism. 1 2 3 4

49, The principal stays after school to help
teachers finish their worlz.

1 2 3 4

50. Teachers socialize together in s:Aall select
groups.

1 2 3 4



.1. Rarely occurs
2. Sometimes occurs

Often occurs
4 Very frequently occurs

51. The principal makes all class-scheduling
decisiens.

1 2 3 4

52. Teachers are contacted by the principal
each day,

53. The principal is' well prepared when he
speaks at school functions.

1

1

2

2

3.

3

4

4

54. The principal helps staff members settle
minor differences.

1 2 3 4

55. The principal schedules the work for the
teachers.

1 2 3 4

56. Teachers leave the grounds during the
school day.

1 2 3 4

57. The principal criticizes a specific act
rather than a staff member.

1 2 3 4

58. Teachers help select which courses will be
taught.

1 2 3 Li-

59. The principal corrects teachers' mistakes. 1 2 3 4

-60. The principal talks a great deal. 1 2 3 4

61. The principal explains his reasons for
for criticism to teachers.

1 2 3 4

62. The principal tries to get better salaries
for teacherS.

1 2 3 4

63. Extra duty for teachers is posted conspic-
uously.

1 2 3 4

64. The rules set by the principal are never
questioned.

1 2 3 4

65. The principal looks out for the personal
welfare of teachers.

1 2 3 4

66. School secretarial service is available for
teachers' use.

1 2 3 4

67. The principal runs the faculty meeting like
a business conference.

1 2 3 4

68, The principal is in the building before
teachers arrive.

1 2 3 4

69. Teachers work together preparing administra-
tive reports.

1 2 3 4
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1.

2.

3.

4.

Rarely occurs
SometLmes
Often occurs
Very frequently occurs

70. Faculty meetings are orgLtnized ac:;ording
to a tight rIgenda.

1 2 3 4

71, Faculty meetings are mainly principal-
report meetings.

1 2 3 4

72. The principal tells teachers of new ideas
he has run across.

1 2 3 4

73. Teachers talk abrut leaving the school
system.

1 2 3 4

74. The principal checks the subject-matter
ability of teachers.

1 2 3 4

75. The principal is easy to understand. 1 2 3 4

76. Teachers are informed of the results of a
supervisor's visit.

1 2 3 4

77. Olading practices are standardized at
this school.

1 2 3 4

78. The principal insures that teachers work
to their full capacity.

1 2 3 4

79. Teachers leave the building as soon as
possible at day is end.

1 2 3 4

80. The principal clarifies wrong ideas a
teacher may have.

1 2 3 4

- END OF PART 1 -

Part 2
8ociometric Questionnaire

In this questionnaire you will be asked to choose those
individuals with whon you deal with on an infomal basis. The
intent here is not to invade your or anybody else's privacy, but
to better understand interpersonal relations as they occur in
the elementary school. As mentioned before, your responses will
not be available to anyone other than the investigator. Please
read the instructions and the ouestions carefully. Thank you.

1. L1:,ASD: TOM: L:7) n.9) Wi,;
MVOY2
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DIRECTIONS: In answerIns the questions in this section,
choose as few as nany nnnes as you feel arc
necess:::ry to reply fully. Mr:Ice all selections
from the List of Personnel. After each
question circle the number which corresponds
to your choices. If you cannot make any
choices circle "none,"

1. During the course of a typical school week, in school
or out of school, with which individuals are you likely to
discuss general school matters (teaching, duties, school
events, school policies, school program, students, etc.)?

1 2 3 4 5 6 ? 8 9 10

11 12. 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 3!} 35 36 37 38 39 NONE

2. With which individuals are you most likely to socialize
informally during recesses, during noon hours, and/or
before and after school hours?

1 2 3 4 5 ,
6 7 3 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 NONE

3. If you had a problem concerning discipline in your class-
room from whom would you likely seek advice?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 NONE

4. If you hod a problem concerning the organization of
teaching materials, teaching methods, tests or'assignments,
from whom would you likely seek advice?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

21 22 23,...,, 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 NONE
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5. If you had a problem concernin the interpretation of
school policies and regulations from whom would you likely
seek advice?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 NONE

6. In your opinion, which individuals in this school are
most influential in initiating chances in general school.
practices such as testing programs,
school activities, etc,?

school regulations,

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 NONE
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